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| South Vietnam-U.S. Sellout? 


«General MacArthur, who was stopped at 
the Yalu river, while Chiang was not allowed 
te’ defend Formosa, said at the time that 
unless we then went through to victory, 
the Reds would take all of Asia. Are Mac- 
‘Arthur’s words coming true? We have lost 
in Laos; Will it-be the same in South Viet- 
nam? Will neighboring Thailand go next? 
Is this another: sell-out? If so, let’s have the 
names. Americans are no longer asking, but 
demanding answers, 


THE C.LA, 

Why was the C.I.A. representative in S. 
Viemam recently recalled? Why is he not 
being sent back? Why the silence? It was 
C.I.A. incompetence and blundering, if not 
outright sabotage, that precipitated the Suez 
crisis in 1956, the U-2 spy plane incident, 
and the Cuban invasion farce. We quote 
from Ted Lewis’ column (Oct. 4, 1963, N.Y. 
Daily News) which contains an excellent 
summation of C.I.A.: 

“Now it turns out that in South Vietnam, 
the C.I.A. has been operating as a sort of 
third force, competing with the State Dept. 
and the Pentagon, seeking to push policies 
based on its own intelligence estimates. Just 
exactly how the C.I.A. has been fouling up 
policy decisions made in.Washington prob- 
ably has been determined. by the McNamara- 
Taylor i mission, but for delicate reasons it is 
being kept under cover, 


* “It'is this sort.of controversial record 
through the years that has prompted various 
respected. members of Congress, such as 
Rep tative -Lindsay of New York, to 
urge: the’ establishment of a fact-finding and 
watch-dog committee to get to the roots of 
the trouble with our intelligence.” 


` Having first come into operation in 1947, 
the C.I.A. became a successor to the Office of 
Strategic Services (OSS), the “cloak and 
dagger” operation of World War II. Only 
two .names, the Director and the Deputy- 
Director, are listed in the Congressional 
Directory. The size of the C.I.A. remains an 
official secret. Only a dozen members of 
Congress ever see the agency’s appropriations 
requests. Its operations are so secret that 
hardly anyone in Congress, and less in the 
Executive branch, know what the C.LA. is 
doing, how much it is spending, or what it 
has to show for its activities! It seems the 
C.I.A. roster is top secret to all but reds. 
In the early winter of 1962, a Virginia at- 
torney, having tried for months to obtain 
from Washington the number of C.I.A. em- 
ployees in nearby C.I.A. headquarters in 
North Virginia, called the Russian Embassy 
and was given the information immediately! 


y C.LA. RECORD 

: The record of the C.I.A. is one the commu- 
nists should be proud of, Father Ginder in 
Our: Sunday Visitor, July 16, 1961, stated: 


“Our super secret C.I.A. made a botch of 
the Cuban invasion. After reading the news 
Stories, one could only conclude that the 
CIA. did not try too hard; the invasion 
must have been betrayed to Castro by some- 
one ih C.A. itself. (Even Drew Pearson 
headed ‘one of his columns with the ominous 
nde: Did The C.I.A, Help Castro-To Power? 

', Ed.) I have it from informed and mu- 
tually independent sources that the C.I.A. 
was-tésponsible for the over-throw of our 
Korean friend, Syngman Rhee, and that the 
C.LA, has frittered away $1,000,000 in trying 
to wares our aly.. on Formosa, ae Kai- 


ae to the Assbeiated “Press, May 
23, 1961: “Senators “have bees tola that the 


SPREADING THE TRUTH 





Mme. Nhu and her daughter, Le Thuy, 
leave their hotel for appearance at 
Fordham University where they were 
given a standing ovation. 


A 


stated that the worst situation we have now 
with regard to the communists in govern- 
ment, centers in the C.LA. He said the reds 
were “blanketed into C.I.A.” when the Office 
of Strategic Services became the C.I.A. 


As far back as Oct. 1, 1952, when Walter 
Bedell Smith was head of the C.LA., he was 
reported in the N.Y. Daily News as saying 


the reds infiltrated “every security agency 


of our government” including his own top 
level C.I.A. 


CONCLUSION 


1. We agree with the Ambassador from 
Thailand that any move to unseat President 
Diem would jeopardize the anti-communist 
war effort. The Administration has already 
admitted this. 


2. There is no religious persecution in South 
Vietnam. It is a fact that less than one-third 
of Diem’s Cabinet Ministers and Army Gen- 
erals are Catholic. Marguerite Higgins, Asian 
correspondent of the N.Y. Herald Tribune, 
insists there is no religious persecution, that 
the Buddhists in the countryside are behind 
Diem and that the army morale was never 
higher. 

Miss Higgins stated: “It was Buddhist stra- 
tegy, as a number of their leaders openly 
told me, to stir up agitation—and publicity 
about it at a high level, until Washington 
finally ordered the new Ambassador Lodge 
to remove the Diem family from power.” 
Obviously this has nothing to do with relig- 
jous persecution. President Diem has been 
the victim of a slick, leftist Buddhist cam- 
paign to topple his government for political 
not religious reasons. 


3. The reds are definitely maneuvering this 
crisis; many Buddhists are working with 
them. 

According to W.S. Kent Hughes, former 
member of the Australian parliament, writing 
in the Washington Post recently, high Bud- 
dhists have openly avowed their support for 
a communist government in Ceylon. A sim- 
ilar tale can be told of Burma. 

Referring to the present South’ Vietnam 
crisis, New York City Democratie Congress- 
woman Edna Kelly was quoted in Human 
Events recently: “It’s a smear job against 
Diem because he is anti-communist.” 


4. Diem is fighting to save his country. There 
is sufficient evidence to show a number of 
concessions on his part to Buddhists, not 
conceded to other religions, were met by 
ingratitude. Buddhists intensified their ef- 
forts to stir up trouble and ‘unseat him. 


“SAVE THE PANAMA CANAL” 


By P. A. del Valle, President 
Defenders of the American Constitution - 


Certain internationalist. elements in vur 
federal government, through stupidity or 
down right subversion, are attempting to sur- 
render our sovereignty over the Panama 
Canal. In spite of a House of Representatives 
resolution against it, the flag of Panama 
now flies in equal dignity with ours, as a 
symbol of Panamanian sovereignty over the 
Canal Zone. These same elements are now 
“negotiating” for actual surrender of dock 
and repair facilities at both ends of the canal 
and for Panamanian corridors. across the 
canal. Apparently under pressure, certain 
Army officials have joined the State De- 
partment in this program of piecemeal sur- 
render of our sovereignty. 


State Department excuses this surrender 
of vital and indispensable sovereign rights of 
the United States upon the specious argu- 
ment that they cannot or should not be 
maintained “Under New World Conditions.” 
The exact opposite is the truth. The critical 
world situation demands that our sovereign 
rights and pewers in this area be maintained 
at all cost. 

This policy follows the Soviet line of 
world conquest, as in the seizure of Cuba. 
And, most important, this surrender policy 
is above and beyond the powers granted in 
the Constitution to any agency of govern- 
ment. There is no authority under our Con- 
stitution for the surrender of our sover- 
eignty, or any part or parcel of it, at any 
time or at any place. 

Loss of control of the Panama Canal could 
be a fatal blow to the Armed Forces in War. 
Its construction under United States sov- 
ereign rights was a military necessity and 
still is. Its abandonment is not only un-con- 
stitutional and illegal, but could be inter- 
preted. as treason. Only our enemy derives 


-aid and comfort thereby. It was built for 


the NATIONAL DEFENSE, so that our 
fleet could pass rapidly from one ocean to 
the other. Its surrender would be a final 
nail in the coffin of American prestige. in 
the world, and a frank admission that we 
are no longer able to defend ourselves or 
the other countries of the Western Hemis- 
phere under the Monroe Doctrine. As in 
Cuba, the Soviet Union would soon “muscle 
in” and TAKE OVER. 

Let the Congressmen know you are back- 
ing H. R. bill 3999 and H. Con. Resolution 
105 to prohibit these un-constitutional “give- 
aways” and surrender of sovereignty. 
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